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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which fomris the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 - 4, 1 5 - 1 9, 23 - 26. 31 - 35, 37 - 40. and 45 - 49. and 51 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. patent 6,745,277 to Lee et al 

With regard to claim 1 , note that Lee et al teaches 1) input ports opposite 80 in 
figure 1 , 2) look ahead logic module 116 for selecting a first memory bank as described 
in col 3 lines 8+, 3) a pointer assignment module 108, 4) a control device 100 (figure 1), 
wherein the pointer assignment module acts as described in col 3 lines 40 - 50. 

Lee et al does not, however, explicitly teach that the logic module is "contained 
within an internal memory control device" as set forth in line 5 of claim 1 . 

The examiner notes that the teachings of Lee et al in col 3 lines 40 to 50 would 
have made it obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have provided the look ahead logic module in an internal memory control device in 
order that it may perform the steps of "write(ing) the receive packets in FIFO 1 18 into 
the memory locations identified by the pointers PI - P4" in view of the fact that the 
packets must be both held in a memory and transferred under a controlled process in 
order to perform this operation. 
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With regard to claim 2, see member 102. With regard to claim 3, see col 2 lines 
50+. With regard to claim 4, see the above. With regard to claims 15-19, see the 
above (especially col 3 lines 43+ with respect to claim 9). With regard to claims 23 - 26 
and 31-35, note the rejections above wherein the method steps are all inherent in the 
description of the apparatus. With regard to claims 37 - 40 and 45 - 51 , see the above 
wherein the means in applicants specification are all described in Lee et a! as described 
above. With regard to claim 52, see the rejection of claim 51 and further note that the 
address swapping scheme is discussed above. 

3. Claims 8 - 1 1 , 30, 44, and 52 - 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over applicants admitted prior art (AAPA) in view of U.S. patent 6,745,277 
to Lee et al. 

With regard to claim 8, AAPA states in paragraph 7 that: 

"In sum, the RDRAM address swapping scheme may be helpful for adjacent 
addresses that are stored and received according to a FIFO scheme. However, the 
RDRAM re-mapping scheme suffers considerable drawbacks when non-FIFO reading 
schemes are used so that the address values are not successive, but random, and the 
pointers are no longer arranged successively." See also paragraph 6. 

AAPA does not however teach an address swapping system which would avoid 
stall cycles by having the information written to alternate memory banks. This is taught 
In Lee et al as described above. See also, in particular, column 3 lines 40+. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have solved the problem presented in AAPA by using an alternating 
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memory bank assignment scheme, in light of the teachings of Lee et a! in order to avoid 
contention and stall cycles. 

With regard to claims 9-11, see the rejection of claims 2-4 above. 

With regard to claim 30, see AAPA at par 7 and col 3 lines 5 - 20 of Lee et al and 
note the rejection of claim 8 above. 

With regard to claim 44, see the rejection of claim 8 above and note that the 
means taught in the specification correspond to those taught in Lee et al. 
5. Claims 12 - 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
applicants admitted prior art (AAPA) in view of U.S. patent 6,745,277 to Lee et al as 
applied above, and further in view of U.S. patent 6,970,478 to Nishihara. 

With regard to claim 12, AAPA/Lee et al teach the invention as described above, 
but do not teach storing a packet if it is less than a certain size, or the use of a 
foHA/arding table. 

Nishihara teaches the use of a router in figure 15, wherein a packet is stored if it 
is smaller than a certain (aggregated) packet size. See col 13 lines 37+, where it is 
described that packets less than a superpacket in size are stored and used to ultimately 
build up the said superpacket 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have provided AAPA/Lee et al with a means for storing packets of a certain 
(small) size, in light of the teachings of Nishihara, in order that the packets may 
subsequently be used to create larger packets. 

With regard to claim 13, the packets are aggregated as noted above. 
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With regard to claim 14, note the discussion of a control device with respect to 
claim 1 and the look ahead module as well. 

6. Claims 5 - 7. 20 - 22. 27 - 29, 36. 41 - 43, and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. patent 6.745,277 to Lee et al as applied above, 
and further in view of U.S. patent 6,970.478 to Nishihara. 

With regard to claim 5, Lee et al teach the invention as described above, but do 
not teach storing a packet if it is less than a certain size, or the use of a forwarding 
table. 

Nishihara teaches the use of a router in figure 15, wherein a packet is stored if it 
is smaller than a certain (aggregated) packet size. See col 13 lines 37+, where it is 
described that packets less than a superpacket in size are stored and used to ultimately 
build up the said superpacket. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have provided Lee et al with a means for storing packets of a certain (small) 
size in light of the teachings of Nishihara in order that the packets may subsequently be 
used to create larger packets. 

With regard to claims 6-7, note the packet aggregation process discussed 
above in Nishihara. 

With regard to claims 20 - 22, see the rejections above, and note col 3 lines 63+ 

of Lee. 

With regard to claims 27 - 29, see the packet aggregation process in Nishihara 
discussed above. 
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With regard to claim 36, the process taught in Nishihara would make obvious the 
use of a "cycle burst module" in view of the fact that the packets in Nishihara are stored 
in memory until aggregation in order to provide a large packet and effectively avoid a 
"small size" penalty. 

With regard to claims 41 - 43, note the aggregation process discussed above. 

With regard to claim 50, see discussion of "cycle burst module" discussed above. 
7. Applicants remarks have been considered, but are not persuasive. 

The applicant argues that Lee et al does not teach an external memory device. 
This is not persuasive, because the memory bank 1 14 in figure 2 is external to, at the 
very least, controller 100. Further, it is noted that applicant has claimed the "external 
memory" to be part of the communication device itself (A communication device 
comprising), and the memory bank of Lee as cited above is also part of the "network 
processing device" as noted by the applicant. The applicant then argues that Lee et al 
does not teach a linked list as claimed. The examiner notes that while in the previous 
Office action the examiner cited member 108 as acting as the "pointer assignment 
module", upon further consideration, it is observed that it is actually the scheduler acting 
in combination with unit 108 that provides the functional equivalent of a "linked list" as in 
this case is defined in page 10 par 21 of applicants specification to include the 
alternation of memory bank chosen. Applicants remarks concerning the AAPA have 
been considered, but are not persuasive. There has never been any case law that says 
that a portion of the applicants specification must specifically be labeled "prior art" to be 
accessible thereof in an office action rejection. Instead, what is important is the nature 
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of the statements made when considered as a whole. The applicant uses the phrase 
"conventional dram" in paragraph 4, and talks about the development of Rambus Dram 
in paragraph 5. In view of this background and prelude to the teachings in paragraph 8, 
the examiner cannot agree that this should not be characterized as admitted prior art. 
With regard to claims 12 - 14, Nishihara teaches storing a packet if it is smaller than a 
certain size, as discussed in the Office action. The applicant did not address this 
teaching, or alleged lack thereof, in their response. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven Blount whose telephone number is 571 - 272 - 
3071. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00 - 5:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ms. Doris To, can be reached on 571 - 272 - 7269 . The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status infomiation for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomiation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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